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The City Council Questions and Answers Report was derived from a need to provide City Council Members an 
opportunity to solicit clarifying information from City Departments as it relates to requests for council action. After a 

City Council Regular Meeting agenda has been published, Council Members will have the opportunity to ask questions 
of departments via the City Manager’s Agenda Office. This process continues until 5:00 p.m. the Tuesday before the 
Council meeting. The final report is distributed at noon to City Council the Wednesday before the council meeting. 

 
 

QUESTIONS FROM COUNCIL 
 

 Agenda Item # 2: Approve an ordinance authorizing acceptance of $100,000 in 
grant funds from The Schmidt Family Foundation – The 11th Hour Project and 
amending the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Operating Budget – Special Revenue Fund of 
Austin Energy (Ordinance No. 20160914-001) to appropriate $100,000 for electric 
vehicle program outreach and education activities, specifically targeting low-and 
moderate-income communities. 

 
 QUESTION: How much City funding will be needed to complete the activities 

outlined in the RCA? COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE 
 

 ANSWER: No additional City funding will be required to complete the 
deliverables of this project. It leverages existing office space and budget already 
in place to support the growth of the Plug-In EVerywhere network to include 
an existing multi-family program. 

 
 Agenda Item # 5: Authorize award and execution of a construction contract with 

PIATRA, INC., for the Austin-Bergstrom International Airport Bus Shelter 
Improvements project in the amount of $496,800 plus a $49,680 contingency, for a 
total contract amount not to exceed $546,480. (District 2) 

 
 QUESTION: Where did the idea to create the new Bus Shelter come from? 

COUNCIL MEMBER GARZA'S OFFICE 
 

 ANSWER:  
The Aviation Department working in collaboration with Cap Metro determined 
the need for the existing bus shelter to be replaced due to:  
 
•         First, the proposed Bus Shelter design and effort is in response to the 
growing ridership demands -according to CapMetro statistics combined 
ridership at these routes has doubled in the last 3-4 years.  Bus ridership also 
increase during events such as South by SW and ACL, in proportion to ABIA 
passenger traffic spikes.  The existing shelter is too small to meet existing and 
future needs. 
• Second, replacing this shelter was identified as a needed improvement 
when studying pedestrian/mobility connectivity for the airport. 



 

• Third, the old bus shelter is incompatible with Cap Metro’s new 
modernized standards (digital displays, charging stations, etc.) In its current 
condition, the existing station would not have been able to be converted.  
 
In regards to why the new bus station will be build modeling the guitar design:  
•         Working in partnership with CapMetro throughout the design process, 
this Bus Shelter, which is located at the ABIA terminal curbside, unites: 
technology, art and function in a way that represents today’s Austin and 
provides an enhanced experience for travelers coming to and from Austin.   
The artistic design of the new shelter will welcome visitors in the spirit of 
Austin and highlight the good experiences they will have in our city. 

 
 QUESTION: Would any funding for this project be available through the Art 

in Public Places program? COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE 
 

 ANSWER: AIPP funding is not appropriate for this project as this project is 
considered a capital asset. Since the bus shelter is in need of substantive 
improvements to meet the increase demand, the Aviation Department working 
with Cap Metro made a decision to enhance the bus shelter design standard to a 
more iconic Austin theme. 

 
 Agenda Item # 10: Authorize award and execution of a construction contract with 

EXCEL CONSTRUCTION SERVICES, LLC for the Montopolis Reclaimed 
Water Initiative Storage Reservoir and Pump Station project in the amount of 
$10,825,000 plus a $541,250 contingency, for a total contract amount not to exceed 
$11,366,250. (District 2) 

 
 QUESTION: As a part of the current Austin Water rate case, is it the intention 

of the rate case to bring reclaimed water service customers up to cost of service 
of providing reclaimed water? If so or not, please explain. COUNCIL 
MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER:  

The reclaimed water system is a critical component of Austin Water’s water 
supply and conservation portfolio.  Austin Water’s reclaimed water system is a 
cost effective water supply option.  The Water Forward Integrated Water 
Resource Planning Task Force continues to analyze our water supply options, 
including the reclaimed water system. 
 
At this time, the rate revenue from reclaimed water services does not cover the 
costs of providing the reclaimed water service.  For customers that are currently 
using potable water and wish to convert to reclaimed water, they pay 
approximately 40% of the current potable rate.  This rate provides an incentive 
to customers to incur the expenses needed to convert to using reclaimed water.  
However, for new construction of commercial businesses within 250 feet of an 
existing reclaimed water main, it is mandatory by City Code that these 
customers connect to the reclaimed system for irrigation purposes.  The rate for 
these mandatory customers is 70% of the current potable water rate. 



 

 
 Agenda Item # 12: Authorize execution of a construction contract with PEPPER-

LAWSON WATERWORKS, LLC, for the Walnut Creek Wastewater Treatment 
Plant Tertiary Filter Rehabilitation project in the amount of $25,218,000 plus a 
$1,260,900 contingency, for a total contract amount not to exceed $26,478,900. 
(District 1). Related to Item # 11. 

 
 QUESTION: 1) How can the City Council be sure that this is a competitive 

bid, considering the City only received one bid for the $26 million contract? 2) 
Is there administrative oversight or analysis to ensure that the contract proposal 
is, in fact, a competitive proposal, ensuring the most efficient and responsible 
use of ratepayer funds? 3) Are there recommendations on how the City might 
ensure more bids are received? COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S 
OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER: See attachment. 

 
 Agenda Item # 16: Approve an ordinance amending City Code Chapters 2-3 and 2-

7 relating to the duties and functions of the City Auditor and the Ethics Review 
Commission, the code of ethics, and financial disclosure; and creating an offense. 

 
 QUESTION: Is the requirement for Mayor and Council to to file a statement 

of financial information for the previous calendar year within 30 days of the 
end of their term in office a new requirement? COUNCIL MEMBER 
TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER: See attachment. 

 
 Agenda Item # 18: Approve an ordinance amending the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 City 

of Austin Fee Schedule, attached as Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 20160914-003, to 
change the fee for providing a zoning compliance letter from $513 to $35. 

 
 QUESTION: Why are we lowering this fee? What impact will it have on the 

budget? COUNCIL MEMBER ALTER'S OFFICE 
 

 ANSWER: This item will be withdrawn and re-posted to February 2, 2017 via 
Changes and Corrections. An answer will be provided with that week's Q&A 
Report. 

 
 Agenda Item # 19: Approve an ordinance establishing a pilot program related to 

sound equipment for certain businesses located on Red River Street. 
 

 QUESTION:  
1) Did the Music Commission hear from any of the neighborhoods north of 
Downtown and along Waller Creek before making its recommendations? Did 
they review the presentation that was presented by sound engineer Chad 
Himmel to the Music Commission in 2014?  
2) Please provide the number of tickets by hour given by APD in the Sixth 



 

Street area on Fridays and Saturdays over the last 12 months. 
3) Would venues in this area be required to invest in additional sound 
mitigation strategies or equipment during the course of this pilot?  
4) Would there be enhanced noise enforcement efforts during the pilot? If so, 
please describe. If there are costs associated with these efforts, please provide 
estimates.  
5) Has APD offered a recommendation on this proposal? 
MAYOR PRO TEM TOVO'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER: 

1) The Music Commission minutes for the meeting when the Recommendation 
associated with the proposed sound extension for Red River do not reflect 
review of the presentation by Chad Himmel from 2014 nor that any public 
comment from neighborhoods received. However, the Recommendation does 
acknowledge, “concern of sound travel from the area." 
2) See attachment. 
3) Additional mitigations strategies would not be required during the study 
period, but they could be recommended based on data collected.  
4) The Music Office will supplement sound monitoring efforts through staff 
support and sound monitoring equipment. No additional resources are needed 
to execute these functions.   
5) APD has not provided a recommendation or developed an official position 
on this proposal. 

 
 QUESTION: 1) Who are the stakeholders referenced in Part 5 (C) of the 

proposed ordinance? Is it possible to also include representatives from 
neighborhoods north of the Red River music district?  
2) Who composes the working group mentioned in Part 5 (A)?  
3) A study conducted by a sound engineer and presented to the Austin Music 
Commission in 2012 showed that music travels within the Waller Creek Basin 
to neighborhoods more than 30 blocks north of the Red River music venues. 
With that in mind, are there plans to mitigate the transmission of sound along 
Waller Creek?   
COUNCIL MEMBER POOL'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER:  

1) The stakeholders associated with this pilot program include both residents, 
hotels and music venues in the Red River Cultural District. Neighborhoods 
north of Red River can also be included in this study. 
2) The working group will consist of representatives from various City 
departments, including the Economic Development Department’s Music 
Office and neighborhood advisors from the Planning and Zoning Department, 
along with the special events units of the Austin Police Department, Austin Fire 
Department, and Austin Transportation Department.   
3) The referenced study has already resulted in the adoption of sound 
mitigation efforts by various venues along Red River. No additional sound 
mitigation will be required of the participating venues during the study period, 
but may be recommended based on the data collected. 



 

 
 Agenda Item # 21: Authorize the consent to a partition, partial assignment and 

assumption of a lease agreement between The Austin Symphony Orchestra Society 
and Waller Creek Conservancy relating to an existing long-term lease on Symphony 
Square, located at 1101 Red River. (District 9) 

 
 QUESTION:  1) Can we have a detailed explanation of what the ‘partition, 

partial assignment and assumption of the lease agreement’ means and what, if 
any, fiscal impact it may have? 2) What kind of activity will be conducted on the 
property being partitioned to the Waller Creek Conservancy? 3) Also, please 
share a copy of the “original” lease with Austin Symphony Orchestra Society. 
COUNCIL MEMBER HOUSTON'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER: 

1) The “Partition, Partial Assignment and Assumption” transfers a portion of 
Symphony Square’s lease to the Waller Creek Conservancy resulting in two 
separate leases- one with the Austin Symphony, the other with the Waller Creek 
Conservancy.  The transfer does not otherwise change the terms of the original 
lease, does not have a fiscal impact, and requires the City’s consent.      
 
2) The Austin Symphony Orchestra Society and the Waller Creek Conservancy 
will share the use of the amphitheater.  Both entities will honor the intent of the 
original lease regarding restoration, preservation and maintenance of historical 
structures, educational, cultural, and artistic purposes. The Waller Creek 
Conservancy is working in partnership with the City of Austin to restore and 
revitalize Waller Creek and the surrounding parks and public spaces, including 
the portion of the creek that runs through Symphony Square.  
 
3) Attached are the (1) Original Lease, (2) 1977 and 1978 amendments, (3) the 
Deed (with the lease attached) and (4) the draft Partition, Partial Assignment 
and Assumption of a lease Agreement.  Several documents are attached because 
it is important to know that the city was deeded the property, subject to, the 
Original and amended lease. 

 
 Agenda Item # 35: Authorize negotiation and execution of an interlocal agreement 

with the Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority for the establishment of a 
public plaza and a permanent downtown rail station on 4th Street, between Red 
River Street and Trinity Street, and to conduct the necessary process to establish 
two-way traffic on 5th Street between IH 35 and Brazos Street. 

 
 QUESTION: What district is this in? Is there a list of dates and locations for 

public engagement? COUNCIL MEMBER HOUSTON'S OFFICE 
 

 ANSWER: 
1) District 9.  2) ATD presented to Downtown Austin Alliance Mobility 
Committee on September 14 and Mobility Committee on October 5. 

 
 Agenda Item # 42: Approve a resolution related to Austin Resource Recovery’s 



 

curbside textile collection contract. 
 

 QUESTION:  
1) Please provide a list of the stakeholders who participated in the December 
2016 meeting. 
 2) Mr. Angoori’s memo dated 1-23-17 reads that “[p]ublic dollars may be used 
to reimburse the vendor for its initial investment in the service . . .” emphasis 
mine]. Is the city required to make such reimbursements? If so, what is the 
estimated total amount? 
 3) Both the memo cited above and the Q/A provided to my Council office in 
December 2016 provides figures for the amount of textiles going to the landfill. 
Are there estimates for how much of those textiles could be reused or 
repurposed? Any estimates on the amount of housewares that end up in the 
landfill?  
 4) Please provide details about the extent of feedback that has been received 
through the customer service line (ie. number of calls from unique individuals, 
etc.) 
 5) Please describe ARR’s past outreach to organizations that resell textiles to 
encourage increased collections as well as ARR’s advocacy and education to 
customers to avoid throwing away useful items. 
MAYOR PRO TEM TOVO'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER: See attachment. 

 
 Agenda Item # 46: Approve a resolution initiating a City Code amendment to 

remove the supermajority requirement for the Historic Landmark Commission to 
recommend historic zoning of a property over the protest of the owner. 

 
 QUESTION: Can staff provide a report, including addresses, of all demolition 

permits submitted and taken up by the Historic Landmark Commission in 
2016? COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER: See attachment. 

 
 QUESTION:  

1) Since July of 2015, how many cases received a majority vote in support of 
historic zoning but not a two-thirds majority of the members of the Historic 
Landmark Commission (when a record owner protested the zoning)? 
2) How many demolition permits were released for properties for which the 
Preservation Officer recommended initiating (H) zoning? 
3) Please list numbers of demolitions by month since July 2015. When possible, 
please list by City Council district. 
MAYOR PRO TEM TOVO'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER: See attachment. 

 
 Agenda Item # 72: C14-2016-0023.SH - Elysium Park - District 7 - Conduct a 

public hearing and approve an ordinance amending City Code Title 25 by rezoning 



 

property locally known as 3300 Oak Creek Drive (Walnut Creek Watershed) from 
industrial park-conditional overlay (IP-CO) combining district zoning and rural 
residence (RR) district zoning to multifamily residence-moderate-high density-
conditional overlay (MF-4-CO) combining district zoning. Staff Recommendation: 
To grant multifamily residence-moderate-high density-conditional overlay (MF-4-
CO) combining district zoning. Zoning and Platting Commission 
Recommendation: To grant multifamily residence-moderate-high density-
conditional overlay (MF-4-CO) combining district zoning. The ordinance may 
include waiver of fees. Owner/Applicant: Two-Way Land, L.P. (John K. Condon). 
Agent: Waeltz & Prete, Inc. (Antonio A. Prete). City Staff: Sherri Sirwaitis, 512-
974-3057. A valid petition has been filed on opposition to this rezoning request. 

 
 QUESTION: For NHCD - 1) Do we typically grant zoning changes prior to 

issuing a letter of support for TDHCA tax credits? 2) Can the zoning change be 
conditional on award of the tax credits? 3) Does NHCD have a 
recommendation on whether we should wait to approve the zoning change 
prior to issuing a letter of support to TDHCA? COUNCIL MEMBER 
ALTER'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER: 

1) A zoning case outcome is typically not a factor as to when NHCD brings 
forward a Recommendation for Action (RCA) for Resolutions of Support for 
developers applying to the 9% Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program 
(LIHTC) administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community 
Affairs (TDHCA). 
  
A zoning change could occur at any time of the year, but the 9% competitive 
tax credit cycle is on a statutorily-mandated schedule, with applications due on 
March 1 each year. 
  
Because of the housing impact and economic benefits that an award of 
competitive 9% tax credits brings, Council customarily has provided a 
Resolution of Support for all Austin projects.  To give some perspective, this 
year there are 19 “Pre-applications” submitted by developers to TDHCA from 
Region 7 (Travis and surrounding counties).  The amount of tax credits 
available will only be enough to fund approximately 3 projects in Region 7.  
Therefore, it is quite likely that projects that scored low in the Pre-application 
period will elect not to spend the money (around $50,000) to submit a full 
application. 
 
2) TDHCA awards tax credits at its July Board Meeting each year.  Zoning does 
not have to be in place at the time of the award but would have to be in place 
by mid-September following TDHCA Board approval.  Otherwise, the tax 
credits would be forfeited.  Therefore, Council could take action to approve the 
zoning change on 1st reading and 2nd reading before July. Then, if a project 
received an award of tax credits in July, timing would necessitate that Council 
take action on the zoning change for 3rd reading at one of the meetings 
scheduled in August 2017 in order to meet the mid-September deadline. 



 

 
3) NHCD staff has no recommendation either way on taking action on the 
zoning change prior to issuance of a Resolution of Support.  However, if the 
zoning change is not granted, depending on timing, NHCD staff could request 
the item approving a Resolution for Support be pulled since the project would 
not be eligible for an award of tax credits. Upon contacting the developer, the 
developer has asserted significant delay would require the developer pay the 
seller of the property for monthly extensions. NHCD staff would recommend 
this information be taken into consideration in any decision to delay action. 

 
 Agenda Item # 73: C14-2016-0050 - Plaza Saltillo Tract 1/2/3 - District 3 - 

Conduct a public hearing and approve an ordinance amending City Code Title 25 
by rezoning property locally known as 901, 1011, and 1109 E. 5th Street (Waller 
Creek Watershed) from transit oriented development-neighborhood plan (TOD-
NP) combining district zoning to transit oriented development-central urban 
redevelopment-neighborhood plan (TOD-CURE-NP) combining district zoning. 
Staff Recommendation: To grant transit oriented development-central urban 
redevelopment-neighborhood plan (TOD-CURE-NP) combining district zoning. 
Planning Commission Recommendation: To grant transit oriented development-
central urban redevelopment-neighborhood plan (TOD-CURE-NP) combining 
district zoning. Owner: Capital Metro Transportation Authority (Shanea Davis). 
Applicant: Land Use Solutions, LLC (Michele Haussmann). City Staff: Heather 
Chaffin, 512-974-2122. 

 
 QUESTION: 1) What, if any, are the wage/worker safety standards on this 

development site and tracts 4-6, including private agreements? 2) How many 
on-site affordable units would be required with the desired entitlements if the 
development did not include a fee-in-lieu request for the commercial square 
footage? 3) If the owner/developer does not obtain TDHCA tax credits, will 
they be required to construct the same number of affordable units, at the same 
level of affordability. COUNCIL MEMBER ALTER'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER: 

1) The following information has been provided by the Applicant, Michele 
Haussmann. Summary of Plaza Saltillo Workers Protection Provisions for the 
project: 
·          Living Wage of $13.03 / hr for all construction workers 
·         OSHA-10 safety certification/training for all workers  
·          OSHA-30 safety certification for project supervisor and appointed safety 
representative 
·         Higher levels of insurance for all workers 
·         Advertising of open labor positions with local hands-on construction 
craft training programs 
·         Independent, on-site, 3rd party monitoring  
 
2) If the developer was required to provide on-site affordable units on the 
residential, office and retail square footage based on the desired entitlements 
and not pay the fee-in-lieu, the developer has indicated the total number of 



 

units would be 184 instead of 141.   
3) The development of the block that includes the TDHCA tax credit project, 
would be required to construct the same number of affordable units at the same 
level of affordability regardless of a successful tax credit application or not.   A 
restrictive covenant is being negotiated with the Endeavor team that puts the 
liability of producing these units and the affordability level on Endeavor.  The 
terms of the restrictive covenant will be finalized at time of 3rd reading. 

 
 Agenda Item # 80: C14-2016-0097 - South Congress Residences - District 3 - 

Conduct a public hearing and approve an ordinance amending City Code Title 25 
by rezoning property locally known as 4714 South Congress Avenue (Williamson 
Creek Watershed) from general commercial services-mixed use-conditional 
overlay-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-CO-NP) combining district zoning to general 
commercial services-mixed use-vertical mixed use building-neighborhood plan (CS-
MU-V-NP) combining district zoning. Staff Recommendation: To grant general 
commercial services-mixed use-vertical mixed use building-neighborhood plan (CS-
MU-V-NP) combining district zoning. Planning Commission Recommendation: 
To grant general commercial services-mixed use-vertical mixed use building-
neighborhood plan (CS-MU-V-NP) combining district zoning. Owner: Diamond 
Real Estate Investment, Inc. (Curt Sutherland). Applicant: Guefen Development 
Company (David Kulkarni). Agent: Alice Glasco Consulting (Alice Glasco). City 
Staff: Wendy Rhoades, 512-974-7719. 

 
 QUESTION: 1) What water infrastructure will the development be required to 

pay for? 2) Is the existing water infrastructure sufficient to accommodate the 
increased density on these sites? COUNCIL MEMBER ALTER'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER:  

The developer will be responsible for the cost of any water or wastewater 
infrastructure necessary to serve the development.   The act of submitting 
construction plans will trigger a review of the development’s water and 
wastewater demands upon the City’s utility system.   During that analysis, if 
additional infrastructure improvements are required, then the developer will be 
notified of such.  Rezoning of a property does not trigger a review of the 
capabilities of the utility system because demands on the utility system can 
significantly change between the time that zoning has been approved and 
construction plans are actually submitted. 
However, there is an existing 12-inch water line located in front of this site in 
South Congress Avenue. The existing 12-inch water line is probably sufficient 
to serve the development, but that determination will not be made until the 
plans are submitted for review. 
See attachment for further information. 

 
 Agenda Item # 82: C14-2016-0106 - 4411 SOCO - District 3 - Conduct a public 

hearing and approve an ordinance amending City Code Title 25 by rezoning 
property locally known as 4411 South Congress Avenue (Williamson Creek 
Watershed) from general commercial services-mixed use-neighborhood plan (CS-
MU-NP) combining district zoning to general commercial services-mixed use-



 

vertical mixed use building-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-V-NP) combining district 
zoning. Staff Recommendation: To grant general commercial services-mixed use-
vertical mixed use building-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-V-NP) combining district 
zoning. Planning Commission Recommendation: To grant general commercial 
services-mixed use-vertical mixed use building-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-V-NP) 
combining district zoning. Owner: Olivia and Harry Wilke. Applicant: LEMCO 
Holdings, LLC (David Cox). Agent: Alice Glasco Consulting (Alice Glasco). City 
Staff: Wendy Rhoades, 512-974-7719. 

 
 QUESTION: 1) What water infrastructure will the development be required to 

pay for? Is the existing water infrastructure sufficient to accommodate the 
increased density on these sites? 2) Why is the applicant on one property willing 
to make 15% of the units affordable, while the other property is only making 
10% of the units affordable? What differences exist between the two sites that 
would justify this? COUNCIL MEMBER ALTER'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER: 1) The developer will be responsible for the cost of any water or 

wastewater infrastructure necessary to serve the development.   The act of 
submitting construction plans will trigger a review of the development’s water 
and wastewater demands upon the City’s utility system.   During that analysis, if 
additional infrastructure improvements are required, then the developer will be 
notified of such.  Rezoning of a property does not trigger a review of the 
capabilities of the utility system because demands on the utility system can 
significantly change between the time that zoning has been approved and 
construction plans are actually submitted. 
However, there is an existing 12-inch water line located in front of this site in 
South Congress Avenue. The existing 12-inch water line is probably sufficient 
to serve the development, but that determination will not be made until the 
plans are submitted for review. 
2) This question is better answered by the Applicant.  During the Planning 
Commission hearing on these two items, the Applicant indicated that there are 
differing market conditions on the two properties, however, staff does not 
know whether the differing market conditions refer to a locational context 
(Item # 80 is on the west side of S Congress, # 82 is on the east side of S 
Congress) or from a target resident / office-retail context.      
See attachment for more information on this item. 

 
 QUESTION: To prevent an environmental disaster due to the decaying pipes 

within the sewer system at close proximity to the area, which the new 
developments would be using as well. Who can give the ok in writing that the 
current sewer system will take on new demand (would be adding 1000+ 
persons per day within the area), not to leak nor break to create an 
environmental disaster. Who can sign off on that and who will be accountable, 
should an incident occur due to increased overload of the sewer system? 
COUNCIL MEMBER RENTERIA'S OFFICE 

 
 ANSWER:  

Austin Water will authorize a connection to the City’s wastewater collection 



 

system.  A decision is made at the time that construction plans are submitted; 
and not during the zoning process because there can be a significant time delay 
between a zoning action and the submittal of construction plans.  That decision 
is based upon information known at that time of the submittal.  If a wastewater 
main is known to have re-occurring problems (which could be related to 
different factors), the Austin Water may either:  1).  require the main to be 
replaced by the developer, 2). require the developer to construct a new main 
that would direct wastewater flows to another portion of the City’s wastewater 
system; or 3) create a City capital improvement project because there are 
problems in a larger geographical area that may include the proposed 
development (and in such cases,  the developer may be required to participate 
in the cost or the construction of that project).  Austin Water’s Systems 
Planning division models and evaluates different portions of the City’s 
wastewater system to identify wastewater constraints based upon projected 
population growth, known densities, and information from the Collection 
System Engineering division.  Austin Water’s Collection System Engineering 
division identifies areas that have wastewater problems through the smoke 
testing of wastewater mains, televising of wastewater mains, and walking the 
routes of wastewater mains to identify causes for extraneous water inflow into 
the City’s wastewater collection system.  Additionally, that division will  
propose capital improvement projects to address known wastewater collection 
system problems.   Austin Water also requires developers to conduct manhole 
assessments if the proposed development is connecting to an existing City 
manhole to assist in determining if there is a potential problem with that section 
of the wastewater collection system. 
 
It should be noted that in some cases, wastewater overflows are created by 
vandalism, accidents, or environmental events such as a flood.    Austin Water 
conducts its due diligence to prevent any wastewater overflows from its 
wastewater collection system to the greatest extent financially possible.  Austin 
Water works in conjunction with the Watershed Protection Department to 
mitigate any impact to the community and the environment should a 
wastewater overflow occur. 

 
END OF REPORT - ATTACHMENTS TO FOLLOW 
 

 
 

The City of Austin is committed to compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 
Reasonable modifications and equal access to communications will be provided upon request. 

For assistance, please call 512-974-2210 or TTY users route through 711. 
 



 Council Question and Answer 

Related To Item #12 Meeting Date January 26, 2017 

Additional Answer Information 
 
QUESTION: 1) How can the City Council be sure that this is a competitive bid, considering the City only received one bid 
for the $26 million contract? 2) Is there administrative oversight or analysis to ensure that the contract proposal is, in 
fact, a competitive proposal, ensuring the most efficient and responsible use of ratepayer funds? 3) Are there 
recommendations on how the City might ensure more bids are received? COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE  
 
 

ANSWER:  
This solicitation was advertised three consecutive Mondays in the Austin American Statesman and contained a 
solicitation period of 46 days.  The solicitation documents were made available to minority trade associations, the 
Small & Minority Business Resources Department plan room (a centralized file library to which the public has access to 
view solicitation documents), and plan rooms of other associations.  A complete set of solicitations documents were 
made available through Austin Finance Online (AFO).  Registered vendors with the City of Austin who perform a scope 
associated with the project were notified via email by AFO about this solicitation.  
 
As part of our procurement process, when the solicitation results in no bids or only one bid, we contact Prime vendors 
who attended the solicitation pre-bid meeting to solicit their feedback as to why they did not submit a bid. For this 
particular solicitation, the feedback received from bidders who attended the pre-bid meeting, but did not submit a bid 
included: 
 
1.      Project duration was too long 
2.      City project requirements were numerous 
3.      Their level of ongoing work did not allow an opportunity to submit a bid 
4.      Contractor felt they would not have an opportunity to be the lowest bidder given the other Prime firms that 
attended the  
    pre-bid meeting. 
 
Given the feedback received, we believed that this solicitation was effective and no changes could be made to result in 
more bids received.  
 
The City’s project team thoroughly reviewed Pepper-Lawson’s bid and the Engineer’s Opinion of Probable 
Construction Cost (EOPCC), followed by meeting with the engineering consultant and calling the bidders who did not 
submit bids to decide if the received bid prices were reasonable and competitive. The City’s staff team found that 
there were two major factors that contributed to the higher than expected bid outside the estimated range and may 
have led to no other bids being received. 
 

 Project duration and complexity: The project duration is 1095 calendar days, which is considered long from a 
contractor’s point of view. In addition, within the 3 year duration, there will be multiple starts and stops due to 

 



 

constraints involving a continuously running wastewater plant. We believe that the contractor gave more weight to 
this than the engineer anticipated. Black & Veatch (our consulting engineer for the project) believes this may have 
resulted in an increase of 2% to 5%.  
 

 Low electrical and instrumentation and controls (I&C) estimate: The engineer’s estimate of the electrical and 
I&C scope amounted to $2,192,726. Pepper-Lawson’s subcontractor, T. Morales, bid $3,802,000, which we believe is a 
more appropriate value for the given work. This is a $1,609,274 difference in electrical and I&C cost between the 
engineer’s estimate and the contractor’s bid.   
 
Attributing cost to the electrical and I&C alone, the resulting adjusted -10% to +15% range is approximately 
$19,837,430 to $25,347,827. This adjusted range encompasses Pepper-Lawson’s bid and staff believes the bid to be 
reasonable and competitive; therefore, staff recommends City Council approval. 
 
Recommendation: We understand the importance of having maximum competition from vendors for all 
procurements. Recognizing the large amount of construction and engineering work available in Central Texas and 
throughout the State and the need to heighten competition in City solicitations, we have increased our efforts to 
engage contractor and professional associations, the Minority Trade Associations (quarterly meeting), and the City’s 
Construction Advisory Committee (monthly meeting) to inform them of the City’s contracting opportunities to include 
project scope, timeframe, and estimated cost. We will continue with these outreach efforts and look to expand our 
network. Additional actions we will take: 
 
1.   Modify our process to solicit feedback from all Prime contractors that attend a pre-bid meeting and do not submit 
a bid regardless of the number of bids received. The additional feedback received will leverage our ability to enhance 
our procurement process.  
 
2.   We have received consistent feedback regarding the importance of allocating appropriate time for the solicitation 
period. Given the amount of construction work available in the market, contractors may require as much time as 
possible during the solicitation period to consider submitting a bid. Our existing solicitation process allows for a longer 
solicitation period of six weeks for projects greater than or equal to $2M. Moving forward, we will deliberate adding 
an additional one to two weeks to the solicitation period for projects greater than or equal to $15M in an effort to 
provide more time for contractors to appropriately consider submitting a bid.  

 
  

 



 Council Question and Answer 

Related To Item #16 Meeting Date January 26, 2017 

Additional Answer Information 
 
QUESTION:  Is the requirement for Mayor and Council to file a statement of financial information for the previous 
calendar year within 30 days of the end of their term in office a new requirement? COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S 
OFFICE  
 
 

ANSWER:  
The Ethics Review Commission recommended amending City Code Section 2-7-72(A) to clarify the requirement for 
outgoing Council Members to file statements of financial information (“SFIs”) that cover the last full calendar year of 
their terms.  The proposed language would require an outgoing Council Member to file an SFI to cover the previous 
calendar year within 30 days of leaving office.  
 
Under the current City ordinance, it is unclear whether outgoing Council Members are required to file SFIs to cover the 
prior calendar year when their terms end.  To the extent that the current ordinance does not clearly require outgoing 
Council Members to file SFIs for the prior calendar year when their terms end, this would be a new requirement. 
 
In the past, there have been questions from outgoing Council Members as to whether they are required to file SFIs 
under the current ordinance.  Under current Section 2-7-72(A), by the last Friday of April, Council Members must file 
an SFI that covers the prior calendar year.  However, the terms of outgoing Council Members who are not re-elected 
end in early January.  Outgoing Council Members are no longer City officials by April when annual SFIs are normally 
due.  Therefore, it is unclear whether outgoing Council Members are required to file SFIs under current Section 2-7-
72(A).  
 
Current City Code Section 2-7-72(B) states as follows in relevant part: 
 
However, any salaried City official who resigns or is terminated for any reason shall file with the city clerk a public 
statement of financial information which shall cover the current year to the date of resignation or termination on or 
before his last day as a salaried employee. In such event, a salaried employee shall not be required to file a public 
statement of financial information for the year in which the resignation or termination occurred. He shall, at that time, 
also file a statement of financial information for the previous year if one has not been submitted prior to the 
employee's termination date. 
 
Under current Section 2-7-72(B), a salaried City employee who is considered a City official under Article 5 of Chapter 2-
7 of City Code, who is required to file an annual SFI, and who resigns or is terminated must file an SFI that covers the 
current year up until the date of resignation or termination on or before the employee’s last day.  In addition, if the 
employee has not yet filed an SFI to cover the prior calendar year, the employee must also file an SFI that covers the 
prior calendar year on or before the employee’s last day. 
 

 



 

In the past, there has been confusion as to whether Section 2-7-72(B) applies to Council Members, who are elected 
officials and who are not generally thought of as salaried employees.  In addition, outgoing Council Members whose 
terms end are not technically resigning from office or being terminated from employment, which has added to the 
confusion. 
 
The proposed amendment would clarify that outgoing Council Members are required to file SFIs that cover their last 
full calendar year in office. 

 
  

 



Sixt Street District Weekend Violations 2016 Summary

Hour Friday Saturday Total
12:00 AM 261 165 426
1:00 AM 153 50 203
2:00 AM 49 61 110
3:00 AM 7 10 17
4:00 AM 11 4 15
5:00 AM 0 1 1
6:00 AM 24 1 25
7:00 AM 16 13 29
8:00 AM 14 12 26
9:00 AM 21 15 36

10:00 AM 15 14 29
11:00 AM 25 23 48 I
12:00 PM 33 19 52
1:00 PM 15 15 30
2:00 PM 20 19 39
3:00 PM 34 12 46
4:00 PM 35 14 49
5:00 PM 11 15 26
6:00 PM 17 17 34
7:00 PM 37 32 69
8:00 PM 32 19 51
9:00 PM 69 28 97

10:00 PM 55 31 86
11:00 PM 86 48 134

Grand Total 1,040 638 1,678

Item 19

Grand Total 1,040 638 1,678



Item 19 

 

Q: Please provide the number of tickets by hour given by APD in the Sixth Street area on Fridays and 
Saturdays over the last 12 months. 

To answer this question, we used the definition for the Sixth Street District as defined in Chapter 9-2: 

Begins at the intersection of IH-35 and Fifth Street (East) 
North along IH-35 to the intersection of Seventh Street (East) 
West along Seventh Street (East) to Congress Avenue 
South along Congress Avenue to Fifth Street (East) 
East along Fifth Street (East) to IH-35, the place of beginning. 

 

The City of Austin Municipal Court IT Quality Performance Team Unit compiled the ticket information 
per hour for Fridays and Saturdays for Calendar 2016 within the Sixth Street District as defined above.  
Please refer to the attached table “Sixth Street District Weekend Violations 2016 Summary” for the 
totals listed by hour.  The data includes citations for Traffic, Parking, Criminal Misdemeanor and City 
Ordinance.  The information does not include Red Light Camera violations.   
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PARTITION, PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION OF LEASE AGREEMENT 

THIS PARTITION, PARTIAL ASSIGNMENT AGREEMENT AND ASSUMPTION 
OF LEASE AGREEMENT (this “Assignment”) is made and entered into as of the _________ 
day of _________________, 2016 (the “Effective Date”), by and between The Austin Symphony 
Orchestra Society, Texas non-profit corporation (the “Assignor”) and Waller Creek 
Conservancy, a Texas non-profit corporation (the “Assignee”).  Together, Assignor and Assignee 
are referred to as the “Parties”. 

RECITALS 

A. Assignor is the lessee under that certain lease agreement dated as of November 
19, 1974, by and between the Urban Renewal Agency of the City of Austin, a municipal 
corporation (“Lessor”), and Assignor (the “Original Lease”), and amended by that certain 
instrument dated March 25, 1977, by and between Lessor and Assignor (the “Amendment” and 
together with the Original Lease, the “Lease”); a copy of the Lease being attached hereto as 
Exhibit A.   

B.  Assignor and Assignee desire to effect a legal partition of the Lease in 
accordance with the terms hereof. 

C.  Assignor desires to assign to Assignee, pro tanto, all of its right, title and interest 
in the Lease and the leasehold estate, but only insofar as the Lease pertains to the real property 
described in Exhibit B attached hereto (the “Assigned Property”). 

D.  Assignor has notified Lessor of its intention to partition and partially assign the 
Lease with respect to the Assigned Property to Assignee, and Assignee desires to accept such 
partition and assignment and assume the Lease obligations pertaining to the Assigned Property, 
upon the terms and conditions contained herein and Lessor has consented to the terms of this 
Agreement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and mutual covenants contained 
herein, and other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby 
acknowledged, the Parties do hereby agree as follows: 

1. Partition and Assignment.  Assignor hereby declares its intent to bifurcate and 
effect a partition of and does hereby bifurcate and effect a partition of the Lease and the 
leasehold estate, and all rights and interests created by the Lease into two separate leases and 
leasehold estates in severalty and not in undivided interests, one such lease and leasehold estate 
consisting of the Assigned Property and the other such lease and leasehold estate consisting of 
the Lease Property not including the Assigned Property as described on Exhibit C (hereinafter, 
the “Retained Property”).  Each such separate lease and partitioned estate shall remain on and be 
subject to the terms and conditions of the Lease (except for any requirements that have been 
fulfilled by Assignor as the tenant thereunder prior to the Effective Date), provided, however, 
that all rights and obligations under each such separate lease and partitioned estate shall be 
independent of each other such that (a) no default occurring with respect to a separate lease and 
partitioned estate shall be a default with respect to the other, (b) all rights and remedies with 
respect to a default under a separate lease and partitioned estate shall be exercised independently 



 

 
16131876v.4 

of the other, and (c) each separate lease and partitioned estate may be terminated without 
affecting the other. Assignor hereby assigns all of its right, title and interest in and to the 
bifurcated and partitioned lease created hereby pertaining to the leasehold estate covering the 
Assigned Property and the balance of the term thereby created, to Assignee, its successors, and 
assigns.  The Parties agree that this Agreement creates a separate leasehold in favor of Assignee 
on all of the terms and conditions of the Lease, with the same effect as if Lessor had entered into 
two leases with respect to the Lease Property, one in favor of Assignee demising only the 
Assigned Property, and the other in favor of Assignor demising only the Retained Property, with 
such two leases being otherwise identical in form.  Assignor and Assignee agree to work together 
cooperatively and in good faith to secure Lessor’s approval of this Agreement and cause to be 
recorded appropriate memoranda of lease. 

2. Assumption of and Continuing Obligations.  Assignee hereby assumes and 
agrees that Assignee will faithfully perform, discharge and fulfill all of the obligations and 
undertakings of Assignor under the Lease (but only with respect to the Assigned Property) 
accruing on and after the Effective Date of this Agreement.  Assignor agrees to continue to 
faithfully perform, discharge and fulfill all of the obligations and undertakings of Assignor under 
the Lease (but only as the same pertains to the Retained Property).  Lease payments under the 
Lease will be divided equally between Assignor and Assignee with each receiving credit for 
improvements made on its property as provided in the Lease.   

3. Release and Indemnity.  Assignor and Assignee agree that this Agreement shall 
release Assignor from its obligations, and covenants and agreements under the Lease to the 
extent accruing on and after the date of this Agreement (but only to the extent they relate to the 
Assigned Property), and Assignee hereby agrees to indemnify and hold Assignor harmless from 
and against any and all loss, cost, expense, claim, liability and/or damage arising out of or 
relating to any and all such obligations, covenants and agreements to the extent accruing on and 
after the Effective Date of this Agreement (but only to the extent they relate to the Assigned 
Property). In no event shall any breach by Assignor under the terms of the Lease (or any 
termination of the leasehold estate remaining vested in Assignor with respect to the Retained 
Property) have any effect on the leasehold estate of Assignee created by this Agreement with 
respect to the Assigned Property.  Assignor hereby agrees to indemnify and hold Assignee 
harmless from and against any and all loss, cost, expense, claim, liability and/or damage arising 
out of or relating to any and all Assignor’s obligations, covenants and agreements under the 
Lease to the extent accruing prior to the Effective Date. 

4. Ratification.  Assignor and Assignee hereby ratify, reaffirm and adopt and agree 
that the Lease shall be in full force and effect as to Assignee (as to the Assigned Property) and 
Assignor (as to the Retained Property).  

5. Representations.  Assignor represents, that there are no uncured defaults by 
Assignor or, to the best of Assignor’s knowledge, by Lessor under the Lease, nor a state of facts 
which, with the passage of time or the giving of notice or both, would constitute a default by 
Lessor or Assignor under the Lease. Assignor represents that it has no claims against Lessor 
under the Lease with respect to the Lease or the Lease Property and has no offset or claim 
against rent or any other amount payable under the Lease. 
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6. Further Assurances.  The Parties shall execute such further documents, and 
perform such further acts, as may be necessary to partition and assign the Lease to Assignee as to 
the Assigned Property and to otherwise comply with the terms of this Agreement and 
consummate the transaction contemplated hereby. 

7. Successors and Assigns.  This Agreement and its provisions shall be binding 
upon Assignor's successors, legal representatives, and assignees, and shall inure to the benefit of 
Assignee’s successors, legal representatives, and assigns. 

8. Amendments.  This Agreement can be amended, supplemented or changed, and 
any provision hereof can be waived, only by written instrument making specific reference to this 
Agreement signed by the Parties. 

9. Governing Law.  This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in 
accordance with the laws of the State of Texas, without regard to the conflicts of law rules of 
such state. 

10. Multiple Counterparts.  This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, each 
of which shall be deemed an original, and all of which shall constitute one and the same 
agreement and shall become effective when one or more counterparts have been signed by each 
of the Parties and delivered (by telecopy or otherwise) to the other party, it being understood that 
the Parties need not sign the same counterpart. 

[Signature Page Follows] 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the 
date of their respective acknowledgements below, effective, however, as of the Effective Date. 
 
ASSIGNOR: 
 
THE AUSTIN SYMPHONY ORCHESTRA 
SOCIETY 
 
 
 
By:  __________________________________ 
Name:  _______________________________ 
Title:  ________________________________ 

ASSIGNEE: 
 
WALLER CREEK CONSERVANCY 
 
 
 
 
By:  __________________________________ 
        Peter Mullan 
        Chief Executive Officer 
 
 

  
 
 
 
STATE OF TEXAS   § 
     § 
COUNTY OF TRAVIS  § 
 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on this ____ day of ______________, 
2016 by _____________________________, as _________________________, of Austin 
Symphony Orchestra, a Texas non-profit corporation, on behalf of such corporation. 

 
 
       _________________________________ 
       Notary Public 
 
STATE OF ________________ § 
     § 
COUNTY OF ______________ § 
 

This instrument was acknowledged before me on this ____ day of ______________, 
2016 by _____________________________, as _________________________, of Waller 
Creek Conservancy, a Texas non-profit corporation, on behalf of such corporation. 

 
   
       _________________________________ 
       Notary Public 
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EXHIBIT A 

Lease 
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EXHIBIT B 
Legal Description of the Assigned Property 
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EXHIBIT C 
Legal Description of the Retained Property 



 Council Question and Answer 

Related To Item #42 Meeting Date January 26, 2017 

Additional Answer Information 
 

  QUESTION: 1) Please provide a list of the stakeholders who participated in the December 2016 meeting. 2) Mr. 
Angoori’s memo dated 1-23-17 reads that “[p]ublic dollars may be used to reimburse the vendor for its initial 
investment in the service . . .” emphasis mine]. Is the city required to make such reimbursements? If so, what is the 
estimated total amount? 3) Both the memo cited above and the Q/A provided to my Council office in December 2016 
provides figures for the amount of textiles going to the landfill. Are there estimates for how much of those textiles 
could be reused or repurposed? Any estimates on the amount of housewares that end up in the landfill? 4) Please 
provide details about the extent of feedback that has been received through the customer service line (ie. number of 
calls from unique individuals, etc.) 5) Please describe ARR’s past outreach to organizations that resell textiles to 
encourage increased collections as well as ARR’s advocacy and education to customers to avoid throwing away useful 
items. MAYOR PRO TEM TOVO'S OFFICE 

 
ANSWER:  
1) Please provide a list of the stakeholders who participated in the December 2016 meeting. 

 
A total of 26 stakeholders from 14 different organizations participated in the December 2016 meeting.  

o Fred Blood, Assistance League of Austin 
o Jane Michsel, Assistance League of Austin 
o Judy Kennedy, Assistance League of Austin 
o Kathy Hurwitz, Assistance League of Austin 
o Marsha Adams, Assistance League of Austin 
o Amelia Despre, Austin Creative Reuse 
o Carole  LeClair, Austin Creative Reuse 
o Eli Winkelman, CRAFT 
o Jacob Cortez, Easterseals Central Texas 
o Tod Marvin, Easterseals Central Texas 
o Donnie Brown, Goodwill Central Texas 
o Jerry Davis,  Goodwill Central Texas 
o Mark Hiemstra, Goodwill Central Texas 
o Traci Berry, Goodwill Central Texas 
o Rita Davis, Hope Family Thrift Store 
o Colleen Halbrook, JOSCO Products 
o Ron Wattinger, JOSCO Products 
o Anna Kudlek, Kid to Kid 
o David Sams,  Salvation Army 
o Lester Steger, Salvation Army 
o Jan Gunter, Salvation Army 
o Xochitl Gostomski, Second Time Around 

 



o Paul Kleypas, St. Vincent de Paul 
o Terry Cole, Street Youth Ministry 
o Sarah Somera, Treasure City Thrift 
o Craig Berlin, Uptown Cheapskate Austin 

 
  

2) Mr. Angoori’s memo dated 1-23-17 reads that “[p]ublic dollars may be used to reimburse the vendor for its initial 
investment in the service . . .” emphasis mine]. Is the city required to make such reimbursements? If so, what is the 
estimated total amount? 

 
The Law Department will respond to this question separately.  
 
  

3) Both the memo cited above and the Q/A provided to my Council office in December 2016 provides figures for the 
amount of textiles going to the landfill. Are there estimates for how much of those textiles could be reused or 
repurposed? Any estimates on the amount of housewares that end up in the landfill?  

 
The Austin Waste Characterization Study estimates that about 3,300 tons of textiles may be disposed of 
annually by ARR customers. This does not include the total amount sent to landfills city wide, just the amount 
that originate from ARR curbside customers. It is unclear how many of these items could be reused or sold 
locally.  Housewares fall in a variety of categories, so that amount is more challenging to estimate. For 
example, many toys or other items may be made of rigid plastic which would be categorized under recyclable 
plastic.  In the same study, it was estimated that ARR customers disposed of about 4,000 tons of electronics 
and “other inorganics/non-combustibles” – much of this may be composed of household items.  
 
Simple Recycling is committed to finding “highest and best use” for every item collected from the Austin 
residential waste stream.  Through this commitment, the primary focus is to maximize the volume of material 
that is reusable within Texas.   In the limited timeframe that material has been flowing from the waste stream 
through Simple Recycling, it is estimated that 30% - 40% is in resalable condition domestically. The second 
highest and best use is for reuse in international markets.  Approximately 50% of material diverted from the 
waste stream falls into this category. This is standard industry practice, utilized by many non-profits. 
Approximately 10%-15% of material is not resalable but can be recycled or repurposed for base materials and 
wiping rags.  Less than 5% of the total collected material is landfilled in the complete lifecycle.   
  

4) Please provide details about the extent of feedback that has been received through the customer service line (ie. 
number of calls from unique individuals, etc.) 

 
Pursuant to the City of Austin's contract with Simple Recycling, Simple Recycling has provided collection 
services since December 5, 2016.   In the month of December, approximately 5,200 Austin residential 
customers participated in the new service.  Simple Recycling fielded 286 calls, 41 of which were related to 
missed collections while the remaining 245 predominately involved residents requesting additional bags or 
inquiring about if specific types of items are eligible for the program.  Based on ARR experience, these 
customer call volumes are typical and generally what we would expect to see when rolling out a new collection 
service citywide.  Simple Recycling customer calls are similar to what we experienced when expanding single-
stream recycling citywide.    
 

5) Please describe ARR’s past outreach to organizations that resell textiles to encourage increased collections as well 
as ARR’s advocacy and education to customers to avoid throwing away useful items. 

 
In development of the Zero Waste Strategic Plan (2008) and the Master Plan (2011), ARR included reuse 
stakeholders in all public discussions. In recent years, ARR partnered with Goodwill to pilot residential curbside 
mattress recycling from 2013 to 2014, provided guidance to Austin Creative Reuse in establishing their reuse 

 



 

store, and continues to coordinate with Habitat for Humanity to discuss management of various materials they 
receive at their new ReStore location. 
ARR has also promoted reuse in the following ways:  

• Hosts the [Re]Verse Pitch Competition, which just completed its second year, to divert byproduct materials to 
reuse in new or expanded local businesses. Local reuse non-profits (Goodwill, Austin Creative Reuse, and the 
Central Texas Food Bank) have participated in this competition as material suppliers both years. 

• Partners with the City’s Small Business Program to include a Shop Zero Waste directory within the 
LocallyAustin.org website. ARR has run holiday campaigns to promote shopping zero waste using the directory 
in 2014 and 2016 which have included local news segments, paid advertising, social media, and profile videos 
(available at http://austintexas.gov/shopzero). 

• Created the Recycling and Reuse Enterprise Resource Guide, downloadable from 
http://austintexas.gov/recyclingecodev . 

• Has a Reuse Store at the Recycle and Reuse Drop-Off Center where we make reusable materials dropped off by 
the public available to the public for free .  Also provides art and school supplies to artists and teachers through 
the DRAW program at the Recycle and Reuse Drop-Off Center. 

• Financial supporter of Recycled Reads, the Austin Public Library’s used bookstore. 
• Coordinates Fixit Clinics with Recycled Reads to teach Austinites how to fix rather than throw away their items. 
• Primary funder of the Austin Materials Marketplace, a business-to-business reuse program.  
• Hosted the 2014 Recycling Innovations Investment Forum to connect recyclers to investors to help them 

startup, expand, or relocate to Austin. Two local reuse non-profits participated in this forum.  
• Sponsored the SXSW Eco Reuse and Recycling Start-Up Showcase in 2015 and 2016, which led to the creation 

of that category. Both years, local start-ups have participated in this national showcase.  
• Part of steering committee for the Reuse Alliance Texas Chapter and recently led the transition of this group to 

becoming an official statewide Reuse Council of the State of Texas Alliance for Recycling.  
• Coordinated a City Council proclamation for Reuse Day every October since 2013. 
• Lead sponsor of Reuse Conex, a 2014 national conference on reuse hosted in Austin. 
• Hosted two Social Entrepreneurship Opportunities in Reuse roundtables. 

To educate residents, the Department’s What Do I Do With app on austinrecycles.com explains how to manage 
various items, including textiles. When residents search items that can be reused, donating them to charity is 
the first option displayed. Clothing and housewares recycling (Simple Recycling curbside textiles program) is 
listed as the second option to emphasize that donations should happen first. “Donate to local charities” option 
links to the Council for Textile Recycling’s directory of donation/recycling organizations. Charities can join for 
free at weardonaterecycle.org.   
In December 2016, nearly 4,700 materials were searched on the app. Users saw the “Donate to local charities” 
option 732 times and clicked on the directory 75 times. The program webpage, austintexas.gov/clothing, 
includes clear directions about continuing to donate to charitable causes.  
When discussing the curbside textile program at outreach events and presentations, ARR staff always mentions 
the importance of continuing to donate to charitable causes. 
 
 

 



Item 46 

 

Applications for demolition permits reviewed by 
the Historic Landmark Commission (2016) 

 

January, 2016: 
HDP-2015-1037 
3108 Grandview Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1913 house – initiated historic zoning but did not recommend 
historic zoning. 
 
HDP-2015-1111 
1906 David Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house.  
 
HDP-2015-1139 
1101 Music Lane 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 former motel, now apartment and office complex.  
 
HDP-2015-1151 
1502 Willow Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Partial demolition of a ca. 1906 house.  
 
HDP-2015-1172 
2112 Holly Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1925 house.  
 
HDP-2015-1195 
1602 S. 3rd Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house.  
 
 

February, 2016: 
HDP-2015-1056 
610 W. 31½ Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Partial demolition of a ca. 1910 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0014 
3209 Bonnie Road 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1942 house.  
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HDP-2016-0021 
1903 S.L. Davis Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1931 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0022 
6014 City Park Road 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a house and outbuildings of undetermined age.  
 
HDP-2016-0024 
710 W. Johanna Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1928 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0025 
2110 Holly Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1925 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0033 
702 W. 21st Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1911 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0034 
2102 Rio Grande Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1917 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0036 – Withdrawn by staff – No action required. 
1406 Ulit Avenue 
Council District 3 
 
HDP-2016-0041 
3214 Stevenson Avenue 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1947 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0061 
2100 Rio Grande Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1906 apartment house.  
 
HDP-2016-0074 
1806 Riverview Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1935 house.  
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March, 2016: 
NRD-2016-0013 
1416 Westover Road 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house. 
 
HDP-2015-1114 
1308 E. 12th Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1900 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0011 
306 Ridgewood Road 
Council District 10 
Proposal Demolish a ca. 1969 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0081 
405 W. 39th Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1909 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0082-A 
407 W. 39th Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1913 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0082-B 
408 W. 38 ½ Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1938 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0086 
107 E. 31st Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1923 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0097 
1907 Holly Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0109 
1703 Garner Avenue 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1923 house that was moved to the current site in 1953. 
 
HDP-2016-0143 
1703 Haskell Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1931 house. 
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HDP-2016-0146 
1112 E. 3rd Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1901 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0151 
1906 Stamford Lane 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1938 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0157 
1175 San Bernard Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1903 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0158 
4603 Sinclair Avenue 
Council District 7 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1937 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0159 
2102 Haskell Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was moved onto this site from an unknown location in 
1955. 
 

April, 2016: 
NRD-2015-0135 
812 Theresa Avenue – West Line 
Council District 9 
Proposal:  Demolish a ca. 1915 house. 
 
NRD-2016-0026 
1605 Mohle Drive – Old West Austin 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0174 
2205 E. Cesar Chavez Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1911 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0175 
1802 Bremen Street 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0181 
3004 Bonnie Road 
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Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0198 
1006 Woodland Avenue 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1939 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0200 
2115 Brackenridge Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1949 duplex. 
 
HDP-2016-0219 
4405 Ramsey Avenue 
Council District 7 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1939 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0222 
1602 Garden Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1925 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0226 
4515 Avenue C 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1910 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0231 
804 Garner Avenue 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0232 
1902 Eva Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1923 house.  
 

May, 2016: 
NRD-2016-0033 
910 Baylor Street – West Line 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1937 house. 
 
NRD-2016-0034 
1303 Lorrain Street – Old West Austin 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house. 
 
NRD-2016-0035 
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1315 W. 9th Street – West Line 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house and garage apartment of undetermined age. 
 
HDP-2016-0258 
712 W. 34th Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Relocate a ca. 1922 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0260 
1007 W. Mary Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1931 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0261 
903 W. Johanna Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0262 
1922 E. 7th Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1921 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0269 
2301 Rundell Place 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Partial demolition of a ca. 1950 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0276 
1126 Chicon Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1939 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0279 
109 E. 31st Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1907 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0280 
3213 Stevenson Avenue 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0296 
607 Academy Drive 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1931 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0305 
1415 Alameda Drive 
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Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0306 
700 Bouldin Avenue 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1938 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0307 
2102 Ford Street 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0308 
5804 Wynona Avenue 
Council District 7 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0309 
1501 Inglewood Street – WITHDRAWN.  NO ACTION REQUIRED. 
Council District 9 
 
HDP-2016-0310 
1114 S. 5th Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1947 house.  
 

June, 2016: 
NRD-2016-0039 
1826 W. 10th Street - Clarksville 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1910 house. 
 
NRD-2016-0044 
1715 Summit View Place – West Line 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1928 house. 
 
NRD-2016-0045 
1101 Lorrain Street – West Line 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house and garage apartment of undetermined age. 
 
HDP-2016-0314 
2709 Francisco Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1954 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0316 
1710 Garden Street 
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Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0317 
2011 Schulle Avenue 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0319 
5308 Bolm Road 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1954 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0329 
2101 Maple Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1956 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0345 
1807 Holly Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a house of undetermined age that was moved onto the lot in 1971. 
 
HDP-2016-0347 
1301 Perez Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1965 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0348 
2540 Sol Wilson Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1961 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0351 
2916 Garwood Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0353 
105 San Marcos Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1917 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0364 
1221 E. 6th Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1890 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0366 
1104 W. 29th Street 
Council District 9 
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Proposal: Demolish a portion of the house and construct a rear addition.  
 
HDP-2016-0384 
2117 Brackenridge Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 duplex. 
 
HDP-2016-0387 
2010 E. 20th Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was moved onto this site in 1969 from an unknown 
location. 
 
HDP-2016-0388 
1603 Shoal Creek Boulevard 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0389 
3400 Cedar Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1910 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0390 
1811 Madison Avenue 
Council District 7 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0392 
1310 Juliet Street 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1939 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0396 
4531 Avenue F 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1938 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0401 
Ben Garza Lane 
Council District 8 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1928 house modified in the 1960s, and several 1960s-era 
houses.  
 
HDP-2016-0402 
2201 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a house of unknown age that was moved to this site from Bergstrom 
Air Force Base in 1997.  
 
HDP-2016-0403 
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1110 Fairmount Avenue 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0404 
905 Ethel Street 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0405 
2101 Pecos Street 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1947 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0406 
2713 W. 49½ Street 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1952 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0407 
4615 Lyons Road 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0409 
48 Waller Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1961 house.  
 
 

July, 2016: 
HDP-2016-0419  
2205 Bonita Street  
Council District 10  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0434  
2105 Griswold Lane  
Council District 10  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1949 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0436  
2500 S. 5th Street  
Council District 3  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1947 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0440  
311 W. 55th Street  
Council District 4  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house.  
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HDP-2016-0441  
2004 E. 22nd Street  
Council District 1  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1964 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0447  
202 Montopolis Drive  
Council District 3  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0450  
1603 Fairplay Court  
Council District 1  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1957 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0451  
2201 Stamford Lane  
Council District 10  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0452  
3904 Pete’s Path  
Council District 10  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0453  
107 W. Monroe Street  
Council District 9  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1937 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0454  
86 Chalmers Avenue  
Council District 3  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0456  
402 W. Mary Street  
Council District 9  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1953 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0458  
901 West Avenue  
Council District 9  
Proposal: Almost total demolition of a ca. 1902 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0467  
2408 Winsted Lane  
Council District 10  
 
HDP-2016-0468 and HDP-2016-0469  
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1207 and 1209 W. 22½ Street  
Council District 9  
Proposal: Demolish twin ca. 1929-1930 houses now used as fourplexes.  
 
HDP-2016-0471  
4008 Ridgelea Drive  
Council District 10  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1947 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0473  
1901 Robinhood Trail  
Council District 10  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0474  
1612 Forest Trail  
Council District 10  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1933 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0475  
3703 Grayson Lane  
Council District 9  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1949 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0476  
2706 Zaragosa Street  
Council District 3  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1956 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0480  
1153 Perry Road  
Council District 3  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0455  
1911 Richcreek Road  
WITHDRAWN BY STAFF – No action required.  
 
 

August, 2016: 
NRD-2016-0061 
1618 Palma Plaza – Old West Austin 
Council District 9  
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1932 apartment building. 
 
NRD-2016-0065 
1713 W. 29th Street – Old West Austin 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house. 
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HDP-2016-0529 
500 Montopolis Drive 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1935 former school for African-American children. 
 
HDP-2016-0431 
1615 S. 2nd Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1925 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0479 
1513 Oxford Avenue 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0482 
1617 S. 2nd Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1911 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0484 
2011 Chestnut Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Relocate a ca. 1938 house to Taylor, Texas. 
 
HDP-2016-0489 
1913 Rio Grande Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1923 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0491 
3009 Kuhlman Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1954 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0492 
1911 Rio Grande Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1923 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0493 
1108 Christie Drive 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1969 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0495 
2306 E. 10th Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0500 
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2723 Lyons Road 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was moved onto the lot from an unknown location ca. 
1972.  
 
HDP-2016-0501 
2800 E. Cesar Chavez Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1929 commercial building.  
 
HDP-2016-0505 
1602 Walnut Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0506 
2806 E. Cesar Chavez Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1928 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0507 
4608 Speedway 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0508 
1203 Cometa Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1957 duplex.  
 
HDP-2016-0509 
310 Comal Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1949 industrial building.  
 
HDP-2016-0471 
2906 S. 4th Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1947 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0511 
1702 Kenwood Avenue 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0512 
906 Linden Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1953 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0513 
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1806 Treadwell Street 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1955 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0522 
2205 Townes Lane 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house.  
 
HDP-2016-00523 
4005 Balcones Drive 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1953 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0526 
1205 Deloney Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1952 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0527 
2010 Ashby Avenue 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1947 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0528 
1122 Estes Avenue 
Council District 1 
 
HDP-2016-0530 
605 S. 3rd Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0531 
1815 Pasadena Drive 
Council District 7 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1952 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0532 
4104 Sinclair Avenue 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Partial demolition of a ca. 1941 house to construct an addition.  
 
HDP-2016-0535 
2920 E. 12th Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was moved onto its current site in 1951.  
 
HDP-2016-0536 
5403 Avenue F 
Council District 4 
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Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house.  
 
HDP-2016-0537 
804 W. Oltorf Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house.  
 
 

September, 2016 
NRD-2016-0063 
2516 Harris Boulevard – Old West Austin 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1935 house. 
 
NRD-2016-0072 
1808 Niles Road – Old West Austin 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0559 
1709 E. 6th Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1883 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0566 
2021 Ford Street 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0567 
2005 Pequeno Street 
Council District 7 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0568 
4301 Shoalwood Avenue 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0569 
801 Jewell Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0570 
2630 Oak Crest Avenue 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0573 
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1131 Mason Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1953 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0580 
306 E. 32nd Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0591 
3012 Webberville Road 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1955 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0602 
2707 E. 3rd Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish two ca. 1950 houses. 
 
HDP-2016-0603 
3406 Bonnie Road 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1952 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0604 
1225 Hillside Avenue 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish four houses on the same lot, the earliest of which is ca. 1949. 
 
HDP-2016-0607 
2201 E. 22nd Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was moved to the site ca. 1946. 
 
HDP-2016-0608 
1506 Kinney Avenue 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was either moved to this site or built ca. 1951. 
 
HDP-2016-0616 
1300 Navasota Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1915 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0617 
1813 McKinley Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1955 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0618 
2504 E. 13th Street 
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Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1928 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0619 
2308 Oak Crest Avenue 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was moved onto this site from an unknown location ca. 
1955. 
 
HDP-2016-0625 
1000 N. Lamar Boulevard 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 gas station. 
 
HDP-2016-0626 
1140 Northwestern Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1972 duplex. 
 
HDP-2016-0633 
1701 E. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1939 house and a ca. 1956 secondary dwelling. 
 
HDP-2016-0634 
1703 E. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0635 
1707 E. Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1925 house that may have been moved onto this site around 
1935. 
 
HDP-2016-0637 
1142 Gunter Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0638 
3106 Govalle Avenue 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was apparently moved to this site from an unknown 
location in 1951. 
 
 

October, 2016: 
NRD-2015-0135 – Anderson-Wattinger-Sucke-Naishtat House 
812 Theresa Avenue 
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Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1915 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0640 
1010 E. 13th Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was moved onto this site in 1971 from an unknown 
location. 
 
HDP-2016-0643 
1606 Newton Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1925 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0644 
2712 E. 3rd Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1957 house leaving only structural walls. 
 
HDP-2016-0653 
1803 W. 37th Street 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 duplex. 
 
HDP-2016-0654 
1811 Cedar Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1925 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0655 
1404 Walnut Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0657 
1106 Tillery Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0660 
1311 Fort Branch Boulevard 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was moved onto this site from an unknown location in 
1965. 
 
HDP-2016-0661 
1307 Fort Branch Boulevard 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was moved onto this site from an unknown location in 
1964. 
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HDP-2016-0662 
3410 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1953 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0674 
2809 Bridle Path 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0692 – WITHDRAWN BY STAFF.  No action necessary. 
2412 E. 11th Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1937 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0693 
2100 and 2102 Rosewood Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1962 commercial building and the foundation of a previously-
demolished commercial building. 
 
HDP-2016-0694 
4406 Bellvue Avenue 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1947 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0696 
911 W. 22nd Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1897 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0697 
1504 Richcreek Road 
Council District 7 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0698 
1408 E. 2nd Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1897 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0714 
1909 E. 9th Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1941 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0715 
1302 E.M. Franklin Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1952 house. 
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HDP-2016-0716 
4006 Pete’s Path 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0717 
903 W. Gibson Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0718 
2112 Thornton Road 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a house that is believed to have been built in 1936, or could have been 
moved onto the site in 1983. 
 
HDP-2016-0719 
1808 Ford Street 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1953 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0720 
615 E. 49th Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Relocate a ca. 1938 house to Lockhart, Texas. 
 
HDP-2016-0732 
1003 Fiesta Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1972 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0733 
1401 and 1403 E. 6th Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1890 house and a ca. 1890 neighborhood grocery store. 
 
HDP-2016-0734 
1803 Riverview Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1941 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0735 
2509 Hidalgo Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1935 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0736 
2108 E. 2nd Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Relocate a ca. 1925 house to Webberville Road. 
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November, 2016: 
NRD-2016-0089 
2416 Hartford Road (Old West Austin) 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0718 
2112 Thornton Road 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a house that is believed to have been built in 1936, or could have been 
moved onto the site in 1983. 
 
HDP-2016-0733 
1403 E. 6th Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1890 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0741 
805-B W. Johanna Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0742 
1221 Madison Avenue 
Council District 7 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0744 
505 Havana Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1957 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0745 
1191 Greenwood Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1963 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0746 
3409 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1958 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0747 
3412 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1925 house that was moved to its current site in 1961. 
 
HDP-2016-0748 
3413 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Council District 1 
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Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1961 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0749 
3501 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a house of unknown age that was moved onto this site in 1956. 
 
HDP-2016-0750 
2808 Gonzales Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0751 
1909 Collier Street 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1955 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0752 
4615 Bull Creek Road 
Council District 7 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1954 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0754 
2816 Garwood Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1947 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0757 
2006 New York Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1938 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0759 
917 W. James Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0760 
915 W. James Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0784 
1411 Travis Heights Boulevard 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0785 
1703 Perez Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1966 house. 
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HDP-2016-0786 
3601 Grant Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1961 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0787 
1190 E.M. Franklin Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1962 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0788 
3502 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1960 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0789 
3602 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1960 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0790 
3616 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a house that was moved onto this site in 1966. 
 
HDP-2016-0791 
3607 Grant Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1961 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0794 
7206 Bethune Avenue 
Council District 4 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1957 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0795 
1903 Vista Lane 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1947 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0797 
914 E. 39th Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0799 
2506 Great Oaks Parkway 
Council District 7 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1958 house. 
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HDP-2016-0801 
1802 Maple Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0802 
1710 Chestnut Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0803 
2910 E. 3rd Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0804 
409 W. Live Oak Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0805 
4202 Ramsey Avenue 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1939 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0806 
2910 Govalle Avenue 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0807 
1808 Treadwell Street 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1954 A.D. Stenger house. 
 
HDP-2016-0812 
2012 Rundell Place 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1953 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0813 
1211 Cometa Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1972 duplex. 
 
HDP-2016-0814 
1213 Cometa Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1972 duplex. 
 
HDP-2016-0815 
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1301 Cometa Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1972 duplex. 
 
HDP-2016-0818 
2911 E. 4th Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1950 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0819 
2009 Bowman Avenue 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0820 
3321 E. Cesar Chavez Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1952 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0821 
3407 E. Cesar Chavez Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1941 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0822 
3513 E. Cesar Chavez Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1946 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0823 
1705 Leona Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1938 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0824 
1146½ Northwestern Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish the remains of a ca. 1928 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0825 
3012 E. 14½ Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1956 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0826 
1703 Sanchez Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1956 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0827 
2004 E. 8th Street 
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Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1939 house. 
 

December, 2016: 
NRD-2016-0093 
2803 Wooldridge Drive (Old West Austin) 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0831 
1604 Kerr Street 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0833 
1823 W. 36th Street 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1915 house that was moved to the current site ca. 1954. 
 
HDP-2016-0834 
3313 Hemlock Avenue 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1951 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0856 
4000 E. 12th Street 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1953 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0860 
1107 Estes Avenue 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1957 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0865 
4303 Bellvue Avenue 
Council District 10 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1948 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0870 
1708 Bouldin Avenue 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1936 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0873 
608 Kinney Avenue 
Council District 5 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1930 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0881 
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901 E. 6th Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1928 auto repair garage and a ca. 1926 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0899 
2205 Chestnut Avenue 
Council District 1 
Proposal: Demolish a ca. 1940 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0905 
810 W. Live Oak Street 
Council District 9 
Proposal: Partial demolition of a ca. 1899 house. 
 
HDP-2016-0906 
1807 Haskell Street 
Council District 3 
Proposal: Partial demolition of a ca. 1949 house. 
 
 



 

 Council Question and Answer 

Related To Item #46 Meeting Date January 26, 2017 

Additional Answer Information 
 
QUESTION:  1) Since July of 2015, how many cases received a majority vote in support of historic zoning but not a two-
thirds majority of the members of the Historic Landmark Commission (when a record owner protested the zoning)? 2) 
How many demolition permits were released for properties for which the Preservation Officer recommended initiating 
(H) zoning? 3) Please list numbers of demolitions by month since July 2015. When possible, please list by City Council 
district. MAYOR PRO TEM TOVO'S OFFICE 
 
 

ANSWER:  
1. Since July of 2015, how many cases received a majority vote in support of historic zoning but not a two-thirds 
majority of the members of the Historic Landmark Commission (when a record owner protested the zoning)? 

1. Pinson-Owens House, 901 Dawson Road 
2. Ben and Maude Leifeste House, 3108 Grandview Street 
3. Griffin-Murphy-Allen House, 1175 San Bernard Street 
4. Cherico-Franzetti-Arriaga House, 1403 E. 6th Street. 
 

2. How many demolition permits were released for properties for which the Preservation Officer recommended 
initiating (H) zoning? 

The four above.  We had a number of cases where staff recommended the initiation of a historic zoning case, but 
then either worked out a deal to preserve the house without historic zoning or changed the recommendation to 
release the permit based upon additional information that was not available at the first hearing. 
 

3.      Please list numbers of demolitions by month since July 2015. When possible, please list by City Council district. 
https://data.austintexas.gov/Permitting/Total-Demos-07-2015-to-01-2017/5mj9-f4bx#column-menu . 
  

 






















	AGENDA
	QUESTIONS FROM COUNCIL
	Agenda Item #2: Approve an ordinance authorizing acceptance of $100,000 in grant funds from The Schmidt Family Foundation – The 11th Hour Project and amending the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Operating Budget – Special Revenue Fund of Austin Energy (Ordinance No. 20160914-001) to appropriate $100,000 for electric vehicle program outreach and education activities, specifically targeting low-and moderate-income communities.
	QUESTION: How much City funding will be needed to complete the activities outlined in the RCA? COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: No additional City funding will be required to complete the deliverables of this project. It leverages existing office space and budget already in place to support the growth of the Plug-In EVerywhere network to include an existing multi-family program. 

	Agenda Item #5: Authorize award and execution of a construction contract with PIATRA, INC., for the Austin-Bergstrom International Airport Bus Shelter Improvements project in the amount of $496,800 plus a $49,680 contingency, for a total contract amount not to exceed $546,480. (District 2)
	QUESTION: Where did the idea to create the new Bus Shelter come from? COUNCIL MEMBER GARZA'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: 
The Aviation Department working in collaboration with Cap Metro determined the need for the existing bus shelter to be replaced due to: 

•         First, the proposed Bus Shelter design and effort is in response to the growing ridership demands -according to CapMetro statistics combined ridership at these routes has doubled in the last 3-4 years.  Bus ridership also increase during events such as South by SW and ACL, in proportion to ABIA passenger traffic spikes.  The existing shelter is too small to meet existing and future needs.
•	Second, replacing this shelter was identified as a needed improvement when studying pedestrian/mobility connectivity for the airport.
•	Third, the old bus shelter is incompatible with Cap Metro’s new modernized standards (digital displays, charging stations, etc.) In its current condition, the existing station would not have been able to be converted. 

In regards to why the new bus station will be build modeling the guitar design: 
•         Working in partnership with CapMetro throughout the design process, this Bus Shelter, which is located at the ABIA terminal curbside, unites: technology, art and function in a way that represents today’s Austin and provides an enhanced experience for travelers coming to and from Austin.   The artistic design of the new shelter will welcome visitors in the spirit of Austin and highlight the good experiences they will have in our city. 

	QUESTION: Would any funding for this project be available through the Art in Public Places program? COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: AIPP funding is not appropriate for this project as this project is considered a capital asset. Since the bus shelter is in need of substantive improvements to meet the increase demand, the Aviation Department working with Cap Metro made a decision to enhance the bus shelter design standard to a more iconic Austin theme.

	Agenda Item #10: Authorize award and execution of a construction contract with EXCEL CONSTRUCTION SERVICES, LLC for the Montopolis Reclaimed Water Initiative Storage Reservoir and Pump Station project in the amount of $10,825,000 plus a $541,250 contingency, for a total contract amount not to exceed $11,366,250. (District 2)
	QUESTION: As a part of the current Austin Water rate case, is it the intention of the rate case to bring reclaimed water service customers up to cost of service of providing reclaimed water? If so or not, please explain. COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: 
The reclaimed water system is a critical component of Austin Water’s water supply and conservation portfolio.  Austin Water’s reclaimed water system is a cost effective water supply option.  The Water Forward Integrated Water Resource Planning Task Force continues to analyze our water supply options, including the reclaimed water system.

At this time, the rate revenue from reclaimed water services does not cover the costs of providing the reclaimed water service.  For customers that are currently using potable water and wish to convert to reclaimed water, they pay approximately 40% of the current potable rate.  This rate provides an incentive to customers to incur the expenses needed to convert to using reclaimed water.  However, for new construction of commercial businesses within 250 feet of an existing reclaimed water main, it is mandatory by City Code that these customers connect to the reclaimed system for irrigation purposes.  The rate for these mandatory customers is 70% of the current potable water rate.  

	Agenda Item #12: Authorize execution of a construction contract with PEPPER-LAWSON WATERWORKS, LLC, for the Walnut Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant Tertiary Filter Rehabilitation project in the amount of $25,218,000 plus a $1,260,900 contingency, for a total contract amount not to exceed $26,478,900. (District 1). Related to Item #11.
	QUESTION: 1) How can the City Council be sure that this is a competitive bid, considering the City only received one bid for the $26 million contract? 2) Is there administrative oversight or analysis to ensure that the contract proposal is, in fact, a competitive proposal, ensuring the most efficient and responsible use of ratepayer funds? 3) Are there recommendations on how the City might ensure more bids are received? COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: See attachment. 
	[012617 Council Q&A #12.pdf]


	Agenda Item #16: Approve an ordinance amending City Code Chapters 2-3 and 2-7 relating to the duties and functions of the City Auditor and the Ethics Review Commission, the code of ethics, and financial disclosure; and creating an offense.

	QUESTION: Is the requirement for Mayor and Council to to file a statement of financial information for the previous calendar year within 30 days of the end of their term in office a new requirement? COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: See attachment. 
	[012617 Council Q&A #16.pdf]


	Agenda Item #18: Approve an ordinance amending the Fiscal Year 2016-2017 City of Austin Fee Schedule, attached as Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 20160914-003, to change the fee for providing a zoning compliance letter from $513 to $35. 
	QUESTION: Why are we lowering this fee? What impact will it have on the budget? COUNCIL MEMBER ALTER'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: This item will be withdrawn and re-posted to February 2, 2017 via Changes and Corrections. An answer will be provided with that week's Q&A Report. 

	Agenda Item #19: Approve an ordinance establishing a pilot program related to sound equipment for certain businesses located on Red River Street.
	QUESTION: 
1) Did the Music Commission hear from any of the neighborhoods north of Downtown and along Waller Creek before making its recommendations? Did they review the presentation that was presented by sound engineer Chad Himmel to the Music Commission in 2014? 
2) Please provide the number of tickets by hour given by APD in the Sixth Street area on Fridays and Saturdays over the last 12 months.
3) Would venues in this area be required to invest in additional sound mitigation strategies or equipment during the course of this pilot? 
4) Would there be enhanced noise enforcement efforts during the pilot? If so, please describe. If there are costs associated with these efforts, please provide estimates. 
5) Has APD offered a recommendation on this proposal?
MAYOR PRO TEM TOVO'S OFFICE
	ANSWER:
1) The Music Commission minutes for the meeting when the Recommendation associated with the proposed sound extension for Red River do not reflect review of the presentation by Chad Himmel from 2014 nor that any public comment from neighborhoods received. However, the Recommendation does acknowledge, “concern of sound travel from the area."
2) See attachment.
3) Additional mitigations strategies would not be required during the study period, but they could be recommended based on data collected. 
4) The Music Office will supplement sound monitoring efforts through staff support and sound monitoring equipment. No additional resources are needed to execute these functions.  
5) APD has not provided a recommendation or developed an official position on this proposal. 
	[Copy of PIR - 5th 6th 7th street weekend violations (summary).xlsx]
	[ticket question.doc]

	QUESTION: 1) Who are the stakeholders referenced in Part 5 (C) of the proposed ordinance? Is it possible to also include representatives from neighborhoods north of the Red River music district? 
2) Who composes the working group mentioned in Part 5 (A)? 
3) A study conducted by a sound engineer and presented to the Austin Music Commission in 2012 showed that music travels within the Waller Creek Basin to neighborhoods more than 30 blocks north of the Red River music venues. With that in mind, are there plans to mitigate the transmission of sound along Waller Creek?  
COUNCIL MEMBER POOL'S OFFICE

	ANSWER: 
1) The stakeholders associated with this pilot program include both residents, hotels and music venues in the Red River Cultural District. Neighborhoods north of Red River can also be included in this study.
2) The working group will consist of representatives from various City departments, including the Economic Development Department’s Music Office and neighborhood advisors from the Planning and Zoning Department, along with the special events units of the Austin Police Department, Austin Fire Department, and Austin Transportation Department.  
3) The referenced study has already resulted in the adoption of sound mitigation efforts by various venues along Red River. No additional sound mitigation will be required of the participating venues during the study period, but may be recommended based on the data collected. 

	Agenda Item #21: Authorize the consent to a partition, partial assignment and assumption of a lease agreement between The Austin Symphony Orchestra Society and Waller Creek Conservancy relating to an existing long-term lease on Symphony Square, located at 1101 Red River. (District 9)

	
QUESTION:  1) Can we have a detailed explanation of what the ‘partition, partial assignment and assumption of the lease agreement’ means and what, if any, fiscal impact it may have? 2) What kind of activity will be conducted on the property being partitioned to the Waller Creek Conservancy? 3) Also, please share a copy of the “original” lease with Austin Symphony Orchestra Society. COUNCIL MEMBER HOUSTON'S OFFICE
	ANSWER:
1) The “Partition, Partial Assignment and Assumption” transfers a portion of Symphony Square’s lease to the Waller Creek Conservancy resulting in two separate leases- one with the Austin Symphony, the other with the Waller Creek Conservancy.  The transfer does not otherwise change the terms of the original lease, does not have a fiscal impact, and requires the City’s consent.     

2) The Austin Symphony Orchestra Society and the Waller Creek Conservancy will share the use of the amphitheater.  Both entities will honor the intent of the original lease regarding restoration, preservation and maintenance of historical structures, educational, cultural, and artistic purposes. The Waller Creek Conservancy is working in partnership with the City of Austin to restore and revitalize Waller Creek and the surrounding parks and public spaces, including the portion of the creek that runs through Symphony Square. 

3) Attached are the (1) Original Lease, (2) 1977 and 1978 amendments, (3) the Deed (with the lease attached) and (4) the draft Partition, Partial Assignment and Assumption of a lease Agreement.  Several documents are attached because it is important to know that the city was deeded the property, subject to, the Original and amended lease. 
	[Attachment 1 (Original Lease).pdf]
	[Attachment 2 (1977 & 1978 Amendments).pdf]
	[Attachment 3 (Warranty Deed).pdf]
	[Attachment 4 (Draft Partition, Partial Assignment and Assumption of Leas....pdf]


	Agenda Item #35: Authorize negotiation and execution of an interlocal agreement with the Capital Metropolitan Transportation Authority for the establishment of a public plaza and a permanent downtown rail station on 4th Street, between Red River Street and Trinity Street, and to conduct the necessary process to establish two-way traffic on 5th Street between IH 35 and Brazos Street.

	QUESTION: What district is this in? Is there a list of dates and locations for public engagement? COUNCIL MEMBER HOUSTON'S OFFICE
	ANSWER:
1) District 9.  2) ATD presented to Downtown Austin Alliance Mobility Committee on September 14 and Mobility Committee on October 5.

	Agenda Item #42: Approve a resolution related to Austin Resource Recovery’s curbside textile collection contract.
	QUESTION: 
1) Please provide a list of the stakeholders who participated in the December 2016 meeting.
 2) Mr. Angoori’s memo dated 1-23-17 reads that “[p]ublic dollars may be used to reimburse the vendor for its initial investment in the service . . .” emphasis mine]. Is the city required to make such reimbursements? If so, what is the estimated total amount?
 3) Both the memo cited above and the Q/A provided to my Council office in December 2016 provides figures for the amount of textiles going to the landfill. Are there estimates for how much of those textiles could be reused or repurposed? Any estimates on the amount of housewares that end up in the landfill? 
 4) Please provide details about the extent of feedback that has been received through the customer service line (ie. number of calls from unique individuals, etc.)
 5) Please describe ARR’s past outreach to organizations that resell textiles to encourage increased collections as well as ARR’s advocacy and education to customers to avoid throwing away useful items.
MAYOR PRO TEM TOVO'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: See attachment. 
	[012617 Council Q&A #42.pdf]


	Agenda Item #46: Approve a resolution initiating a City Code amendment to remove the supermajority requirement for the Historic Landmark Commission to recommend historic zoning of a property over the protest of the owner.
	QUESTION: Can staff provide a report, including addresses, of all demolition permits submitted and taken up by the Historic Landmark Commission in 2016? COUNCIL MEMBER TROXCLAIR'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: See attachment. 
	[012617 Council Q&A Item 46]

	QUESTION: 
1) Since July of 2015, how many cases received a majority vote in support of historic zoning but not a two-thirds majority of the members of the Historic Landmark Commission (when a record owner protested the zoning)?
2) How many demolition permits were released for properties for which the Preservation Officer recommended initiating (H) zoning?
3) Please list numbers of demolitions by month since July 2015. When possible, please list by City Council district.
MAYOR PRO TEM TOVO'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: See attachment. 
	[012617 Council Q&A #46.pdf]


	Agenda Item #72: C14-2016-0023.SH - Elysium Park - District 7 - Conduct a public hearing and approve an ordinance amending City Code Title 25 by rezoning property locally known as 3300 Oak Creek Drive (Walnut Creek Watershed) from industrial park-conditional overlay (IP-CO) combining district zoning and rural residence (RR) district zoning to multifamily residence-moderate-high density-conditional overlay (MF-4-CO) combining district zoning. Staff Recommendation: To grant multifamily residence-moderate-high density-conditional overlay (MF-4-CO) combining district zoning. Zoning and Platting Commission Recommendation: To grant multifamily residence-moderate-high density-conditional overlay (MF-4-CO) combining district zoning. The ordinance may include waiver of fees. Owner/Applicant: Two-Way Land, L.P. (John K. Condon). Agent: Waeltz & Prete, Inc. (Antonio A. Prete). City Staff: Sherri Sirwaitis, 512-974-3057. A valid petition has been filed on opposition to this rezoning request.
	QUESTION: For NHCD - 1) Do we typically grant zoning changes prior to issuing a letter of support for TDHCA tax credits? 2) Can the zoning change be conditional on award of the tax credits? 3) Does NHCD have a recommendation on whether we should wait to approve the zoning change prior to issuing a letter of support to TDHCA? COUNCIL MEMBER ALTER'S OFFICE
	ANSWER:
1) A zoning case outcome is typically not a factor as to when NHCD brings forward a Recommendation for Action (RCA) for Resolutions of Support for developers applying to the 9% Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC) administered by the Texas Department of Housing and Community Affairs (TDHCA).
 
A zoning change could occur at any time of the year, but the 9% competitive tax credit cycle is on a statutorily-mandated schedule, with applications due on March 1 each year.
 
Because of the housing impact and economic benefits that an award of competitive 9% tax credits brings, Council customarily has provided a Resolution of Support for all Austin projects.  To give some perspective, this year there are 19 “Pre-applications” submitted by developers to TDHCA from Region 7 (Travis and surrounding counties).  The amount of tax credits available will only be enough to fund approximately 3 projects in Region 7.  Therefore, it is quite likely that projects that scored low in the Pre-application period will elect not to spend the money (around $50,000) to submit a full application.

2) TDHCA awards tax credits at its July Board Meeting each year.  Zoning does not have to be in place at the time of the award but would have to be in place by mid-September following TDHCA Board approval.  Otherwise, the tax credits would be forfeited.  Therefore, Council could take action to approve the zoning change on 1st reading and 2nd reading before July. Then, if a project received an award of tax credits in July, timing would necessitate that Council take action on the zoning change for 3rd reading at one of the meetings scheduled in August 2017 in order to meet the mid-September deadline.

3) NHCD staff has no recommendation either way on taking action on the zoning change prior to issuance of a Resolution of Support.  However, if the zoning change is not granted, depending on timing, NHCD staff could request the item approving a Resolution for Support be pulled since the project would not be eligible for an award of tax credits. Upon contacting the developer, the developer has asserted significant delay would require the developer pay the seller of the property for monthly extensions. NHCD staff would recommend this information be taken into consideration in any decision to delay action. 

	Agenda Item #73: C14-2016-0050 - Plaza Saltillo Tract 1/2/3 - District 3 - Conduct a public hearing and approve an ordinance amending City Code Title 25 by rezoning property locally known as 901, 1011, and 1109 E. 5th Street (Waller Creek Watershed) from transit oriented development-neighborhood plan (TOD-NP) combining district zoning to transit oriented development-central urban redevelopment-neighborhood plan (TOD-CURE-NP) combining district zoning. Staff Recommendation: To grant transit oriented development-central urban redevelopment-neighborhood plan (TOD-CURE-NP) combining district zoning. Planning Commission Recommendation: To grant transit oriented development-central urban redevelopment-neighborhood plan (TOD-CURE-NP) combining district zoning. Owner: Capital Metro Transportation Authority (Shanea Davis). Applicant: Land Use Solutions, LLC (Michele Haussmann). City Staff: Heather Chaffin, 512-974-2122.
	QUESTION: 1) What, if any, are the wage/worker safety standards on this development site and tracts 4-6, including private agreements? 2) How many on-site affordable units would be required with the desired entitlements if the development did not include a fee-in-lieu request for the commercial square footage? 3) If the owner/developer does not obtain TDHCA tax credits, will they be required to construct the same number of affordable units, at the same level of affordability. COUNCIL MEMBER ALTER'S OFFICE

	ANSWER:
1) The following information has been provided by the Applicant, Michele Haussmann. Summary of Plaza Saltillo Workers Protection Provisions for the project:
·         Living Wage of $13.03 / hr for all construction workers
·         OSHA-10 safety certification/training for all workers 
·         OSHA-30 safety certification for project supervisor and appointed safety representative
·         Higher levels of insurance for all workers
·         Advertising of open labor positions with local hands-on construction craft training programs
·         Independent, on-site, 3rd party monitoring 

2) If the developer was required to provide on-site affordable units on the residential, office and retail square footage based on the desired entitlements and not pay the fee-in-lieu, the developer has indicated the total number of units would be 184 instead of 141.  
3) The development of the block that includes the TDHCA tax credit project, would be required to construct the same number of affordable units at the same level of affordability regardless of a successful tax credit application or not.   A restrictive covenant is being negotiated with the Endeavor team that puts the liability of producing these units and the affordability level on Endeavor.  The terms of the restrictive covenant will be finalized at time of 3rd reading.  

	Agenda Item #80: C14-2016-0097 - South Congress Residences - District 3 - Conduct a public hearing and approve an ordinance amending City Code Title 25 by rezoning property locally known as 4714 South Congress Avenue (Williamson Creek Watershed) from general commercial services-mixed use-conditional overlay-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-CO-NP) combining district zoning to general commercial services-mixed use-vertical mixed use building-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-V-NP) combining district zoning. Staff Recommendation: To grant general commercial services-mixed use-vertical mixed use building-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-V-NP) combining district zoning. Planning Commission Recommendation: To grant general commercial services-mixed use-vertical mixed use building-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-V-NP) combining district zoning. Owner: Diamond Real Estate Investment, Inc. (Curt Sutherland). Applicant: Guefen Development Company (David Kulkarni). Agent: Alice Glasco Consulting (Alice Glasco). City Staff: Wendy Rhoades, 512-974-7719.

	QUESTION: 1) What water infrastructure will the development be required to pay for? 2) Is the existing water infrastructure sufficient to accommodate the increased density on these sites? COUNCIL MEMBER ALTER'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: 
The developer will be responsible for the cost of any water or wastewater infrastructure necessary to serve the development.   The act of submitting construction plans will trigger a review of the development’s water and wastewater demands upon the City’s utility system.   During that analysis, if additional infrastructure improvements are required, then the developer will be notified of such.  Rezoning of a property does not trigger a review of the capabilities of the utility system because demands on the utility system can significantly change between the time that zoning has been approved and construction plans are actually submitted.
However, there is an existing 12-inch water line located in front of this site in South Congress Avenue. The existing 12-inch water line is probably sufficient to serve the development, but that determination will not be made until the plans are submitted for review.
See attachment for further information. 
	[012617 Q&A Item 80 and 82.pdf]


	Agenda Item #82: C14-2016-0106 - 4411 SOCO - District 3 - Conduct a public hearing and approve an ordinance amending City Code Title 25 by rezoning property locally known as 4411 South Congress Avenue (Williamson Creek Watershed) from general commercial services-mixed use-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-NP) combining district zoning to general commercial services-mixed use-vertical mixed use building-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-V-NP) combining district zoning. Staff Recommendation: To grant general commercial services-mixed use-vertical mixed use building-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-V-NP) combining district zoning. Planning Commission Recommendation: To grant general commercial services-mixed use-vertical mixed use building-neighborhood plan (CS-MU-V-NP) combining district zoning. Owner: Olivia and Harry Wilke. Applicant: LEMCO Holdings, LLC (David Cox). Agent: Alice Glasco Consulting (Alice Glasco). City Staff: Wendy Rhoades, 512-974-7719.
	QUESTION: 1) What water infrastructure will the development be required to pay for? Is the existing water infrastructure sufficient to accommodate the increased density on these sites? 2) Why is the applicant on one property willing to make 15% of the units affordable, while the other property is only making 10% of the units affordable? What differences exist between the two sites that would justify this? COUNCIL MEMBER ALTER'S OFFICE

	ANSWER: 1) The developer will be responsible for the cost of any water or wastewater infrastructure necessary to serve the development.   The act of submitting construction plans will trigger a review of the development’s water and wastewater demands upon the City’s utility system.   During that analysis, if additional infrastructure improvements are required, then the developer will be notified of such.  Rezoning of a property does not trigger a review of the capabilities of the utility system because demands on the utility system can significantly change between the time that zoning has been approved and construction plans are actually submitted.
However, there is an existing 12-inch water line located in front of this site in South Congress Avenue. The existing 12-inch water line is probably sufficient to serve the development, but that determination will not be made until the plans are submitted for review.
2) This question is better answered by the Applicant.  During the Planning Commission hearing on these two items, the Applicant indicated that there are differing market conditions on the two properties, however, staff does not know whether the differing market conditions refer to a locational context (Item #80 is on the west side of S Congress, #82 is on the east side of S Congress) or from a target resident / office-retail context.     
See attachment for more information on this item.
	[012617 Q&A Item 80 and 82.pdf]

	QUESTION: To prevent an environmental disaster due to the decaying pipes within the sewer system at close proximity to the area, which the new developments would be using as well. Who can give the ok in writing that the current sewer system will take on new demand (would be adding 1000+ persons per day within the area), not to leak nor break to create an environmental disaster. Who can sign off on that and who will be accountable, should an incident occur due to increased overload of the sewer system? COUNCIL MEMBER RENTERIA'S OFFICE
	ANSWER: 
Austin Water will authorize a connection to the City’s wastewater collection system.  A decision is made at the time that construction plans are submitted; and not during the zoning process because there can be a significant time delay between a zoning action and the submittal of construction plans.  That decision is based upon information known at that time of the submittal.  If a wastewater main is known to have re-occurring problems (which could be related to different factors), the Austin Water may either:  1).  require the main to be replaced by the developer, 2). require the developer to construct a new main that would direct wastewater flows to another portion of the City’s wastewater system; or 3) create a City capital improvement project because there are problems in a larger geographical area that may include the proposed development (and in such cases,  the developer may be required to participate in the cost or the construction of that project).  Austin Water’s Systems Planning division models and evaluates different portions of the City’s wastewater system to identify wastewater constraints based upon projected population growth, known densities, and information from the Collection System Engineering division.  Austin Water’s Collection System Engineering division identifies areas that have wastewater problems through the smoke testing of wastewater mains, televising of wastewater mains, and walking the routes of wastewater mains to identify causes for extraneous water inflow into the City’s wastewater collection system.  Additionally, that division will  propose capital improvement projects to address known wastewater collection system problems.   Austin Water also requires developers to conduct manhole assessments if the proposed development is connecting to an existing City manhole to assist in determining if there is a potential problem with that section of the wastewater collection system.

It should be noted that in some cases, wastewater overflows are created by vandalism, accidents, or environmental events such as a flood.    Austin Water conducts its due diligence to prevent any wastewater overflows from its wastewater collection system to the greatest extent financially possible.  Austin Water works in conjunction with the Watershed Protection Department to mitigate any impact to the community and the environment should a wastewater overflow occur.
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